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- TIME OF DECISION AND MEDIA USE DURING THE FORD-CARTER CAMPAIGN

Fall pres1dent1al electlon campalgns have for three decades been thought to

have 1little 1mpaﬂt onﬂthe vote, owing to a paradox1cal relatlonshlp between media

. use and the time at Which the voter makes h1s final decision. -Since the ploneering

worl. of Lazarsfeld Berelson, and their, colleagues (19hk; l95h), the electorate has . -
been p1ctured in terms of a dichotmous model: c1tlzens fall 1nto e1ther of tWo pos- :
sible’ categorles, each of which is 1mpervlous to polltlcal mass communlcatlon for a
qulte different reason. On the one hand there is a large group of pre- commltted

voters. As Pool (1963) has described them, these are partisans who "are inclined to . -

Aread abOut politics or to listen to political speeches” but who "already have strong

‘v1ews wh1ch are not g01ng to be changed 1n the elght weeks of an electlon campalgn..

And then there are the rest. of the voters, who make up. their mands seemlngly at the

Jlast mlnute. They are less oplnlonated and correlat1vely more persuas1ble than the

early dec1ders, but they are also less interested and consequently pay little atten=

tlon to polltlcal news. They are unaffected by the media not due to resistance, but

-

simply because of lack of exposure (Berelson and Stelner, 1964,

Buchanan (l977) summarizes prlor research as demonstratlng "that relat1vely few
people changed tne1r oplnlons durlng a campalgn and that those who did were more llkely

to have been 1nfluenced by primary group pressures than by the issue appeals of the

candldates, +« « « and that ’1ndependent‘ or sh1ft1ng voters were not issue-oriented

in their outlook "Katz (1973) Palntsa.slmllar picture: "typlcally about 80 per

'cent, or more, of the voters have made up the1r mlnds about the vote before the cam-.

pailgn beglns, that is at least several months prior to the electlon... The changers --
those who shift from ope par+ to another 4 1n5 the campalgn -- have been found to
be relatively unlnterested in the electlon and its outcome . . . [and] are\not mach

exposed to mass communlcatlons about politics' (emphasis his). Thls dichotombus com-

"parlson is clearly central to the ubiqultous generallzatlon that polltlcal mass ommunlca-

o . (4
‘e

tion can be expected to have only "llmlted effects. ‘And while the Limited Effects\\\
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model has come in for considerable skepticism and general criticism in recent
yearsw(e.g. Chaffee,:l975; Kraus and Davis, 1976)% the. Early-Late ﬁecidersﬁcontrast

- haS“stood mithout serious chailenge since the first voting studies'of the 1940é. |

‘ A'dichotomous model does not exhaust the logical possibilities in this'analysis,

a

however, unless;one;assumes a very strong correlation between interest in an elec-
tion and partisan'pre—commitment. While this’might hame been the case at the time '
the first major syntheses of research on political‘communication were written, there _
is good reason to suspect'that‘it is less so today. For several‘decades, roter iden¥
tification with polltlcal partles has been decreas1ng, as has’ the power of researchers

to pred1ct votlng patterns from party affiliation (Nie, Verba and Petroc1k 1976)
~ ¥

But there is little evidence that interest in polltlcs, or attentlon~to political

mass communication, has been decreasing in this same period.l As Katz (1973) comments,

» "The combination of the low degree of - [party] loyalty and yet some exposure to election

~

communlcatlon has become & more probable comblnatlon 1n the era of teleV1sion than

ever before." It is posslble that .a third group of some size has evolved, one that
cons1sts of hlghly attentive but not hlghly partlsan or pre- commltted voters. Such_
an smergence would not simply complicate the accepted view by_expanding a dichotomous
model into a‘trichotomousmone,_ It would call into serlous questlon the "llmlted

effects? concept | that grows out of the dlchotomlzed.lmage of the electorate. The dom— _

©

1nant theoretical scheme from prlor llterature can be broken down into the following
causal proposdtlons: . _ _ . N P
1. Partisanppre—commitment is sufficient to prevent‘effects.}

2. Partisan pre—commitment is necessary to produce_interest in the election..

3. Interest in the election is-necessar&Atorstimulate—exposurentomthexcampaignm

<l Exposure to the campaign'is-necesSary for media effects..

a

The'rlrst ‘of these statements 1s adequate to pred1ct limited (at most) effects for those
\

who 1dent1fy st ongly with a party and who consequently aecsde how they will vote be—

“fore the campaign heglns. (Whlle statement #l is an obv1ous overslmpllflcatlon, we .

0

will not digress into its merits here.) The remalnlng three statements comprise a

]

" @ chain of requirements.that in the dichotomous model have been used to'predict limited
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3
effects for the entire remainder of the voters-—who are all presumed to lack intere°b

because they lack partisanship (statément #2). But while statement #h is true al-

most by definition, and statement #3 has some motivational logic to it even if it

is likely to be watered down empirically by ' accidental" exposure of the uninterested

to at least some campaign communication, there is no clear theoretical reasoning be-

}1ind statement #2. It can be reduced to a more reasonable, purely correlational,

form, i.e. that those who are strongly partisan are more likely to be interested in
the_campaign. This correlation has been strong. in the past.“,But 1f partisanship has

declined invrecent years while interest has not, these two variables are probably not

-strongly related 1n a causal sense, and . the correlation between them might also have

diminished. This would ‘mean that there has emerged a sizable voting group that lS

~
~.

V-indeed interested and therefore attentiveﬂto campalgn coverage in the media, but is

not so partisan and pre -committed as to be’ unaffected by that content It. might ‘be

the case that this third kind of voter is respons1ble for the recent rise in lSSHE“

voting, which has been manifested empirically by the increased abllity of researchers _

to predict the vote on the basis of the positions of candidates and voters on current

~ policy issues (Nie et al., 1976).

Time of final decision is a useful. indicator toiemploy in. the search for. voters

who do not fit into either traditional category. Decision time has a long standing~

“~position in the research literature on commmication and voting, and it 1s a concrete

behavior ‘that can be tracked througnout the duration of a campaign. If voters are.

'interViewed With sufficient frequency, a number- of groups can be identified in terms

of the pOint at which they shift from undecided" or "leaning" to the "definitely

decided"” category. In this paper we will attempt to identify three such groups: (a)

those who are precommitted as ev1denced .by their having a, firm voting intention at

~ the beginning of the oampaign, and never wavering from it in ‘subsequent interviews;

(b) those who decide during the campaign period; and (c) those who decide at the very

: ]
end of the campaign as indicated by their lack of a definite voting intention when

interviewed Just prior “to Election Day——but who -do vote.

9



‘Syntheses of the research literature on time of.decision'have,contrasted the
first group with the second” and third'groups lumped together, following the dichot;
omousimodel. The purpoée of the present.research is to inquire into the distinctive-
ness of the second group. If those who declde during the campaign were in all im-
portart respects simply intermediate between the pre-dec1ded voters and the late
dec1ders, then we should not make much of the fact that they exist; they would be
xmpllcltly taken 1nto account even in the d1chotomous model by 1nterpolatlon. If,

4 on the other hand, they turn out to fit the mold. of the less partlsangbut attentlve
'and issue-oriented voter we have suggested above, then their use of medla and the

‘polltlcal 1mpact of that content upon them deserve spec1al attentlon. |

Pool (l963) recognlzed the posslblllty that some voters who were not pre-

cormitted at the start of a campaign might make up their minds before electlon eve.
But he dlsmlssed the 1mport of such a cagse by accommodatlng 1t to the general parameters
of the dlchotomous model. Until a person has dec1ded which way to vote, Pool asserts,
he pays little attention to the media; 1nterpersonal communlcatlon determlnes h1s'T.

. opinions, Once‘a vote intentionhhas developed (due to'personal influence), interest
in the campaign is helghtened and attention to the media gquickens--but by this time

.the voter has shlfted to the res1stant" category, and o) the subsequent med1a ex-

.posure ‘has llttle 1mpact upon h1m. This k1nd of reasoning can be tested by comparlng

the communlcatlon behaviors at various p01nts in a campalgn of voters who make their

final decisions at different times.

[
Research Hypotheses

T 4
Because this paper is an emp1r1ca1 challenge to"a set of theoretical propos1tlons

o

" that nave been acceptcd for some years, we will be dealing throughout w1th contrastlng

pa1rs of hypotheses: ‘ours, and those of the limited effects model. The data analysis

. will be-built around a trichotomization of the electorate, with the usual early and - -

late’deciders plus a third group that is intermediate in terms of time’of'final de-

“

. ClSlOIlo

‘g—~ _ The llmlted effectk model would lead us to expect Parly dec1ders to be hlghly

[:R\!: partlsan and attentive to the campalgn, but u&pfiected by its content. The late

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC
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5. .
deciders would be non-partisan but unaffected ‘because they are inattentive to the

campaign, instead they should show eVidence of heavy interpersonal influence. Im-

-

plicitly, the intermediate group would be, expected to fall, on the average, some-

where between the early and late decidersgin all respects.
-Our expectations are rather different.‘ Generally,'we anticipate a number of
curvilinear relationships. The group that especially interests us consists of

those voters for whom a political campaign is intended:- less partisan not- yet de-

cided but highly interested voters who will pay close attention to the campaign for

2

information about the candidates and their positions -on policy issues. First we
expect the Campaign Deciders to identify less strongly with a political party than
either of the other two groups. Second we expect the Campaign Deciders to manifest

at least as much interest in media campaign coverage as the Early Deciders—-and mich

\

more than the Late Deciders. Finally:\§t\\§zei:’the Campaign Deciders to pay partic-
ularly close attention to the campaign via tne media, especially t\vbipartisfnxire-

—

sentations that deal with differences between the candidates on issues. Thﬂs last

-~ R

"hypothesis is not based on prior literature, but on a sort of subtractive logic

K

-if the Campaign Deciders are highly interested but not partisan, they Will need cues

——other than party affiliation th guide their votes. Policy issues suggest themselves

’

as one: generic possibility.

There is a second category of" pOSSlble vote-guidance cues often distinguished
in the empirical literature, this consists of personality attributes of the candidates,
.or "images." _Non-empirical writers often assert that telev1sion campaigning has given
rise to "image" voting (e. g. McLuhan, 196hk). We assume that a voter s perSistent
identificatiOu with a party in the past has been more -a product oéﬁenduring pOlle 1S;

sues than of the personalities of particular, trans1ent candidates. If this has been

80, then issue-based rather than image-based voting should be more likely to replace

o

partisan voting when party identification is eroded. Historically3~thiswseem5mto~~~—¥»~

_ have happened; during the past quarter-century the ability of researchers to predict

o ‘the vote from images attributed to the candidates has remained about at the same level,

ERIC .- a0
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while the respective predictive powers of parties and issues have' fallen and risen

4s if the one were functlonally equlvalent to the other (Nie et al., 1976). In our

analyses, we Wlll examlne 1mage4based votlng as well as party— and 'issue-bas ed_voting.'

%

"Research Design and Measurement of Time .of Decision
Three bodles of panel survey data are used in this paper to examlne the relation;///

- ,—\

f.shlp between tlme of final declslon and voters’ partlsan pre commltments, issue=- 1nterest
and attentlon to the campalgn via the news media. All three surveys were conducted ‘
durlng the l976 presldentlal election campalgn. and were' orlglnally designed as studles
of the Ford Carter debates of tha fall. None of the samples is large, and so statls- -
tical slgnlflcance will be lacking in some comparisons. Confidence in our findingQ
must‘be based more upon.replication from one data set to'another. In any event th1s
paper is 1ntended as an exploratory 1nvest1gatlon of an 1mportant researdh pOSSlblllty

’that:has beer 1gnored for some three decades, not as an attempt to.arr&ve at def1n1t1ve}
conclusions. To the extent that our results are promising, we expect this to be the ~.
first examlnat*on of the issues we are raising, scarcely the f1nal word
| The.most representatlve data set comes from a»fourAWave.staterde panel.of
gisconsin residents (N=l6h).'2 They.were interviewed beéore the. first debate (leand_

T after it (Tp), thenfagain after all the debates (T3) andbfinally after the election

(T),). Of the l39 respondeuts who reported votlng for President, 49.6% sa1d they

voted for Carter and h8.9% for Ford; these flgures are qultexclose_to the-actual
Wisconsin vote, of which Carter recelved L9.4% and Ford h7 8%. (While no state is
‘"typlcal , these resulta are very close to the natlonal averape in that Carter
" got 50.6% and Ford 48.14% of the U.S. popular vote. )

The supplementary data sets are three-wave panels from tuo mldWestern cities.
One-was sampled from reglstered voter lists in Madlson, WlSCOHSln*(N—95), and was
welghted_dellberately-by the orlglnal 1nvest1gators (McLeod et al., 1977) to over- -

R 3 O, e e e e e e .
represent young (age 27 and under) voters., Madison is.a decidedly atypical city,

H

houslng both the state capltal and the ‘state's main unlverslty, it has a ‘guite

liberal recent votlng record and a tradltlon of 1ntense polltlclzatlon. The third

;J;Bik;‘ _:,g L .“-.fh . _Qg-;
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‘data set was prov1ded by 1nvest1gators at the Urlverslty of Iowa, 1t is a stratﬂfled

“random sample of potentlal voters abed l8 and older in Cedar, Rapids, Towa (N=149). h
lee Madlson 1ts state's second-largest c1ty, Cedar Raplds is slightly more”likely'

vto vote Democratlc than 1s JIowa as a whole but it is not partlcularly noted as a

center of polltlcal att1v1ty. ' ,_ _ &

An outllne ‘of the 1nterv1ewlng timing.designs for- the three'surveys is- shown
l1n Flgure 1. -Al1l three have pre~deBates (Tl) and post-election (T,) waves. The
Cedar Raplds de51gn 1ncludes Just. one 1nterven1ng wave, 1mmed1ately after the first

debate (T2) The Wisconsin stateW1de design has a T2 wave’ andvalso a post debates,

.
/

.pre electlon (T ) 1nterv1ew. The Madlson s udy has one 1nterven1ng wave, which ex-

tends across the perLod of the flnal Ford Carter debate, for approxlmate comparablllty
‘with the other studles, we have labeled uhlS T3 also.

Due both to differences in.the tlmlng of* interviews and ©o dlfferences in the

. r . .
,polltlcal character of the varlous pOpulatlons being sampled there are major dlfferences

& - 1

in the time of decision dlstrlbutlons among these data sets. Our operatlonal defini- 3
tion was the same in each case: worklng back in tlme from the person S Th vote, each

voter was class1f1ed accordlng to the earliest time at which he or she expressed a
5 b
definite and lasting 1ntentlon to vote that way Those who voted but had not been

certaln of their 1ntentlon in the last pre- electlon 1nterv1ew are "Late Deciders."

Those who were certazn of the1r 1ntentlons at Tl’ and who never expressed uncertalntv .
~ in subsequent 1nterv1ews, are "Early Deciders. The remainder 'who=reached their de-

v : T

cisions by Ty or T3 are grouped for our analys1s as "Campalgn Dec1ders. It is this
»

o ‘ latter group, whose exlstence is. 1gnored in the literature based on a. dlchotomous model
- L I
' of time of deelslon, that is central to our study our assumptlon that it would be a
sizable category is conflrmed at least for the W1scons1n statew1de sample, of Wthh

Uoh were Campalgn Dec1ders and tne rest w~re about evenly d1v1ded between Early. and

.

Late Dec1ders. Only 18% in hlghly pol1t1c1zed Madison could be 1dent1f1ed as Campalgn

, Dec1ders, 4ot of the Mad1son voters ‘hed already dec1ded by Tl’ ‘In Cedar Raplds where

_ the Tg 1nterv1ew came qulte soon after the Tl wave, only 7% were class1f1able as

Q ' o e 111 e . '
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Campaign Dechers. Two-thirds. of these in Cedar Raplds Were Late Declders, although
some of these’ would also doubtless have been. clas31f1ed as Campalgn Dec1ders too,

'had there been a T3 wave in that study design.
Because of ‘the small numbers of Campaign Deciders:ln the tWo supplementary, P
‘ samples, we will use these data sets only in our first series of analyses, in which
:the main questlon is whether the- Campaign Deciders appear to be d1st1nct1ve in their
comblnatlons of polltlcal and med1a behavlors. To the extent that we flnd patterns
that are corroborated across the three data sets, we w1ll cont1nue with more elab-
 orate analyses of the W1scons1n statew1de sample only,

An alternate method of measurlng decision time would be to classify voters‘on/
the basis of their own later recollectlons of the times at wihich they‘madevthelr final
-votlng decisions., ThlS’questlon was asked 1n some form in all three surveys. (In
'the W1scons1n and Madlson studies it would permlt us to- add‘to those samples several
hundred addltlonal voters who were not included in the full panel deslgn but who .
were 1nterv1eWed at Th .) vé have reJected thls metnod for. several reasons. Post-
»election recall of decision-time has been used for some years as a surrogate measure

_1n place of panel observatlons. This retrospectlve type of measurement is probably

less often valld than are observatlons made at a series of time-points. We have much

more confldence that voters can tell us whether they have made a decision. at a glven
time than we have in thelr abllﬂty some weeks or months later to’ reconstruct the de— r
clslon.proces< and locate it accurately in time- past In Table l we compare these

two types of measures emplrlcally Itis clear that there is. a good deal of non-random _
error., The Early\Declders ‘arsa 1mpress1vely accurate in the1r recall Buu many of

the respondents who later descr1bed themselves as Early Declders had not, 1nd1cated

that they were yet certaln of their voting 1ntentlons when 1nterv1eWed durlng the
ca'mpalgn.6 If we were to ‘u'se the post-electlon measure instead .of the durlngrcampalgn
measure, we would classify a few more people as Campalgn Declders, and\many more as
Early Deciders. Whlle nelther method is error-free, the measures we are using were. N

\

taken much closer in blme to the events that are of central interest 4n th1s paper.

_Other research has shown that retrospectlve questlons are muach more llkely to 1ntroduce -

ERIC S T



. ' ' _ Early Campaign .Late
Retrospective vote decision time deciders deciders deciders
Wisconsin (Ty): i

Pre-nomination. . 25% 6% 8%
Post-nominatton 63 - 40 8
After first debate 5 6 0
) After last debate/October 5 Lo, 30
Last few days before election - 2 0 18
Election 0 _6 37
'100% 100% 101%
(N=L0) (N=50) (N=L0)
-~ Madison (T3): f;‘.' o - S
Before April prlmary - "v32% .8%,; 15% .
Between primary-and conventions - 13 8 - 3. %
. During/after cohiventions _ 55 .31 21
In last four weeks before 1nterv1ew , 0 . 54 . 33
still undecided at I3 o 0 ' o - 27 -
N 10630 . - Ol;o 2t 95;0
Z\ | /’ L - (N=31) (¥<13) (N=33)
 Cedar Rapids (TL) ‘
Before first debate 100% 82% 36%
Diwring/after 1sh _debate o - 9 - 8
During/after 2nd “Gebate o 9 - 2
During/after VP debate 0 0 10
- During/after last debate - 0 G 22
.Election Day ~ 0 °Q 1
’ “ 106'% 10@0 9§;0 )
(N=39) N=11) N=99)
"Composite retrospective classification: -
Early decider . 95% Lot 32%
Campaign decider Lo hg i5
Late decider 1 N 3
106% 106% 106%
. (N=109) N=T1)

_ 4
Table 1. Retrospectlve Reports of Vote Dec151on Tlme,

by Time of Decision

o

" Time of Decision

(N=17?)

, Note. The composite classification represents respondents pooled from the three
" samples, and classified as Early, Campaign or Late Deciders according to their own:
- retrospective reports and using the same time-cuts asg were used to divide the
sample into the three time-of-decision groups, represented in the columns of this
table., " B

O l | } ‘ ] ‘.. ) 313 . - )




error ‘than are date gathered at the time of the-eyent. For example, the very con-
crete question of whether a person voted in‘prior elections has been checked against
public voting records in Madison, panel data gathered at the time’ of each election

are much more accurate than later, retrospective data.7 Also, quite different cate—. :

gories were used to. classify responses to these retrospective questions, and the
i
time of measurement'differs (see Table l), so it would be difficult to compare data

from one study to another.

The measures we are using are admittedly not optimal for our purposes. As in
any secondary enalysis of data collected with other research questions in mind we -
must work with the best eVidence we can find on the assumption that encouraging

results will lead eventually to research designed more spec1fically fo explore the

implications of this study

Resultst Differenceq among Groups!
__Tablélzrpresents our most basic'series'of comparisons among the three Time\of
Decision groups, To facilitate comparisons'ofvscmewhat different measures-across
the three samples, all:means have been converted to standard scores, The first group

of measures consists of conventional questions about party identification, we have

" folded over the Democrat-Republican scale so that strong Democrats and strong ‘Repub--

licans are grouped-together,qas are Weak/leaning identifiers of each party, and in-..
dependents. ' In each of the three samples, the Early Deciders are the most. strongly
partisan. The Campaign Deciders and Late Declders are both low in.the WlscOnSln and

Madison samples. The Campaign Deciders appear relatively partisan in the Cedar Rapids

. sample, but since the latter estimate is based .on only 11 cdses, we might con31der

“

it anomalous and conclude that we have found approx1mately what we had expected that
the Campaign Deciders_lack strong partisan pre-commitments. .This conclusion is alsop

encouraged by other data from the Wisconsin sample in Table 1l; the Campaign Deciders -

are the lowest group in strength of ideology (a folded liberal-conservative scale),

and also rather low in reported political campaigning aLthlty at  the end of the 1976

-

14



_Table 2. Selected Political and Comunication Behaviors (stﬁhdard
scores), by Time of Decision o '

'Early Campaign ‘Late

Veriable Saﬁple Time deciders deciders . deciders P
Strength of party I.D. Wisconsin Ty +15 -09 -0k n.s.
Strength of party I.D. ~ Madison T, +41 -16 ' -31 Neil
" Strength of party I.D. Ced. Rpds. T +54 . +31 -2k 001
Strength of ideology - . Wisconsin Tl ) +14 -17 +09 " NS
Political activity - Wisconsin  T) +21 -06 Co=11 . n.s.
Political activity (1976)" ‘Madison =~ T3 -04 +05 +01 © N.S,
- Political activity (prior) Ced. Rpds. Ty .- +26 - +33 -1k - .05
. Debate exposure , _ _ Wisconsin T2,T3 =13 ' +18 ' ~-11. °. n.s.
. Debate exposure '~ Madison T3,T] +11 +07 -1k n.s.
Debate exposure . . Ced. Rpds. Tp,Ty +02 - +23 -03 - nes .
i+ Attention to debates - Madison T3,T), +07 +48 -26 .62\
TV campaign attention Wisconsin T} +0l +19 =30 .06
TV public affairs viewing = =  Madison Tg- ~07. +48 . -1 n.s.
TV news viewing _ ' . Ced. Rpds. Tj.- +03 . +43 -06 - n.s.
4—;*P€ampaignfvvnéwspaper/magazine-lwisconsihm~“TlﬂT3 +16—»' et 12 : -311 06—
.~ Public affairs: newspaper - Madisoen. T3 +19 - 416 . -25 ¥ NS,
Public affairs: magazine . Madison ' T3 -07 . . +08 - +03 n.s.
Public affairs: . megazine Ced. Rpds. Ty 427, +5h e .01l
Discuss electibn. " : Wisconsin T1£T3‘ +31 " +03° ¢ =34 .02
Discuss debates ) Wisconsin T2,T3 +09 +07 =19 n.s.
‘Discuss debates = . , Madison T3 - +10 o o#31 -22 n.s.
Talk politics, ' ] Ced. Rpds. ' T] -~ 436 . +39 -18 - .0l
Political knowledge | . Wiscomsin Tp,T) +14  +08 -2k . n.s.
Political knowledge Madison T3 +13 +05 -1k n.s.
Importance of issues Madison . T3 -46 ‘ +35 : +28 .03
Debates: helpful re issues Wisconsin To,T3 -16 +20 -16 n.s.
Debates: watched to learn. ' - -
. what .candidates would do in _ ' , _
office Madison T3 -13 +33 -02 n.s.
, r. . .
‘Debates: helped decide vote Wisconsin | T2,T3_ -1k +19 -38 ¢ .0l
Debates: helped decide vote  Medison T, © =36 oo+ +16 .02
.. Debates: own candidate's ' _ ' - ‘
‘ strong points = : Madison T3 3 +12 +h9 -32 .03
. () : S Wisconsin (L) - (56) T (42) .
(w) - . Madison - _ (31) (14) ° (33)
(W) . Cedar Rapids (37) (11) (100)

Note. Entries are standard scores, based om the deviation of each group's mezan from the- tot
sample's mean, divided by the standard deviation; decimals are omitted for simplicity. Sig-
nificance levels are based on F-tests (df=2). Interpretatioh of these p-values should be.
cautious for the Madison and Cedar: Rapids samples, in instances where a highly deviant

standard score is based on a small number of cases; they are shown as added information,
_ not as a direct guide to statistical inference. ' '
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campaign. An 1nterest1ng distinction is that the Cedar Rapids Campaign Dec1ders ap-

pear to have been rather active polltlcally in campalgns as reported prior to the -

Fl o -

fall of 1976 | . e

For the most part, the data on partlsanshlp, ideology, and current campalgn act1v11

would lead a devotee of the dichotomous time-of- decision model to treat the Campalgn

<

,Dec1ders as substantiaIIy_I'K‘”th “f“aaitlonal Late_uec1ders. Whell wé 1ook in Table

-

2 at our many indicators of attention to the -campaign, however, & radically different

- : -
N .

_oonclusion is suggested.
-Viewinglof the Ford-Carter debates, andfexposure«to-campaign’or public affairs

P
\

news v1a teleV131on and., pr1nt sources, tend to be cons1stently high among*the Campalgn

Dec1ders. Only for pr1nt medla are the. Early Dec1ders also high. There are’ ‘some

. remarkable 61m;lar1t1es in the standard seores from one sample to another, consider-
PR ST P . Y et .-

1ng that there were many dlfferences in the wordlng-and codlng'of the questions asked.
The Campaign Dec1ders are cons1derably hlgher than the other two groups on three of
four 1nd1cators of debate v1ew1ng, and on all ‘three espimates of television campalgn/
news exposure. The Late Deciders are almost always below the mean on the various mass
COmmunication measures,‘belng the lowest of the three groups-ln 9 of the ll.comparl-:l
sons in Table'2. The main point is clear: the Campalgn Deciders constltute a dis-
tinctive group that is heav1ly exposed to the campalgn but is not 1nsulated from media
influence by strong partisan pre-commltments. A

' Another portlon of the traditional view is controverted by the data in Table 2 .

- regarding 1nterpersonal discussion of -the electlon. The Late Deciders, who as we -,

noted ‘earlier have been assumed to be subject to interpersonal influence, are con- °
N * P \ .

sistently across verious indicators the lowest of the three groups in political dis-
cusslon, if anythlng, the1r relatlve levels of 1nterpersonal commmication are even

\§ . lower than their cempaign media exposure: The.Early.Dec1ders are hign in general

\

discussion of the election, if notof the debates. The Campaign\Deciders'are about

equally llkely to discuss politics as are the Early Dec1ders. Insgeneral discussion

x LR
is assoc1ated with media use rather than belng a functlonal alternatlve to it. 8 a
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A striking example of replication of findings between samples is shown in
Table 2 for the measures of political knowledge. The standard scores,for each group

are gquite similar from one sample to the other. There are only slight differences

- between the Early and Campaign Decidérs, which lends further credence to our inference

that the latter group is not.substantiallyiless-oriented than the'former, toward the

— political scene in general

It is aiffieult to select items that would unarguebly. indicate a strongly issue-
oriented voter. At the bottom of Table 2lwe'report standard scores for the measures
!

| that seemed to us to have most clearly to do with issue voting, given that this con-

cept is not very precisely defined in the literature to date. On each of the in;
dicators 'in Table 2, the Campaign Deciders stand out as the most issue- oriented group.w
They are more likely to say issues were important to them, and that the‘debates were'
helpful in learning about issues or to get an. idea of what the candidates would do if .
elected. It is clear from a variety of evidence in’ other studies that the Ford-Carter
debates Wwere heaVily issue -oriented media events, and that those who watched them did
so largely to learn where the candidates stood on policy questions \Sears and Chaffee,

in press) It is noteworthy that the Campaign Deciders were also ‘fauch more likely than

4

other voters to say that thése debates helped . them deCide which way to vote.

Finally, lest we overdraw the image of an exceedingly'"rational" voter, Table 2

. shows that the Campaign Deciders were also the ones most likely to watch the debates’

in a search for the strong p0ints or the candidate they already preferred i.e. for

5

reinforcement of shaky vote intentions. The Campaign Deciders did not go into the

»campaign with no idea who they would vote for, in most cases they were leaning toward

a candidate already,at Tl. What they did do was to withhold their f1nal commitments

‘until they had a chance to compare ‘Ford and-Carter. in direct confrontations, and to-

listen to what’ each had to say From the perspective of the question of potential "
media influence the Campaign Deciders do fit rather well the conditions that would‘

be necessary for a fall campaign to have an impact{ weak partisan pre- commitments,

- LS

"high attention to campaign 1nformati0n, and an openness to comparative information

¢r
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abouf the candldates and thelr issue posltlons. The most common result’ was that
tentat1ve voting plans became crystalllzed into firm declslons (see also Sears and

Chaffee, in press). We will consider.below whether the decision meking processes of

the Campaign Deciders differed in character from those_of.voters who decided earlier ar

later,

Al

Results leferences over Tlme

k

vTo this point we have established>With three separate samples‘a prima facie case’

for analy21ng t1me of- declslon accordlng to a tr1chotomous modet, - From here. on we
y

will llmlt our analyses to the Wisconsin statewide sample, which is the only one

(
that hes reasonable numbers of cases 1n each of the three categor1es. We w1ll examine

two klnds of processes - changes over time in single indicators of communication and

relationships across t1me betWeen varlables measured at’ dlfferent tlmes.

en’ Dec1ders to have reported

\;

'overall greater attentlon to mass med1a reports concernlng the electlon campalgn.

J
They were also more attentive to the televised debates. Flgures 2 3 .and h trace these
- . \5_.

group dlfferences across t1me in. the pre -election waves of the. W1scons1n survey. Flg—

ure 2 ShOWS llttle dlfference among the three groups at Tl’ but the Campalgn Dec1ders

- display a notable Jump thereafter, S0 that the groups dlffer s1gn1f1cantly at To and at

.T3.' A s1mllar set of trends is found in Flgure 3 for campaign news readlng, although

the Early and Campalgn Dec1ders are never far apart. Flgure Y shows that across the
series- of four debates the Campalgn Dec1ders were cons1stently h1gh although they
llke the other groups were 1ncllned to sk1p the vice- pres1dent1al debate betWeen

Mondale and Dole.

To test the s1gn1§icance of the patterns shown in Flgures 2 h we pooled the T2

“and T3 measures of attentlon ‘to campaign teleyision, newspaper/maga21nes, and the de--

bates, to construct & single dependent varlable representlng campalgn media attentlon,
each of the three sets -of measures (TV, print, debates) was Welghted equally in th1s

summlng procedure. We then ran a h1erarch1cal regress1on analysls, in wh1ch the . flrst

4

1ndependent var1able entered was the early (Tl) level of _campaign med1a attention ° .

(estimated from the Ty televislon and newspaper/maga21ne questlons, welghted equally)

-t PEPN
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' .j+ ' [!'This Ty index was of course a’strong predictor of the analogous Tp+Ty index, ac-

[ T 13-
counting for more than 41% of the variance.: In the remaining blocks, dvmmy variables -
irepresenting the time—of—decision groups, and the 1nteractlon of t1me of - declslon

e with T campaagn media attentlon, were entered In each case, only the 1ndependent
varlable representlng the Campalgn Dec. ders ‘differed s1gn1f1cantly from the others

(p< 0l for the main effect of . Campalgn Dec1ders, and p<, 05 for the 1nteractlon be- _'

' tween Campaign Dec1ders ard Tl campaagn attentlon) Because of the slgnlflcant in-

teractlon we der1ved three separate regression equations from the overall analys1s;,t_
Early Deciders: T2+T3 Attentlon = l3 6+ (2.5 x T Attentlon) T

Campalgn Deciders: T2+T3 Attentlon 21.2 +(1.5 x T4, Attentlon)
W

Late Deciders: T2+T3 Attent:l.on =10.3 + (2 9 x T, Attention)

1
This set of equatlons 1llustrates that the s1gn1f1cant d1fferent1atlon of the Campalgn

T>-Deciders from the other two groups cons1sted of (l) a hlgher level of attentlon to -
~the med1a durlng the later phase of the campalgn and (2) a- lower degree of predlc--_
- tability of that attentlon\index from prlor levels of attentlon.
A slmllar analys1s of- the antecedents of‘an~1ndex of campalgn d1scusslon¥was

-~

- also performed We comb1ned and weighted equally, measures of : dlscusslon,of the
o \
campalgn, 1nclud1ng the debates, the Early‘Declders were somewhat higher on the first

__measure and the Campalgn Daclders higher on the second.. But in the hierarchical re-

gresslon analysls there was no s1gn1f1cant main effect due to the t1me-of decision

‘ dummy variables, and no s1gn1f1cant 1nteractlon between the .groups and the 'I‘l level,

. of ‘discussion. Whlle null findings are not normally of much- moment 1n th1s case

 we should note agaln the stress lald 1n prlor llterature on the presumed importance

- of 1nterpersonal dlscusslon among the Late Dec;ders. "The bas1s on whlch that group
‘ ¢ )
mekes its votlng dec1s1ons remains somethlng of a mystery, except to say that they .

appear. to have relatively llttle to go on beyond their rather weak party identifica- -

tions (see Table 2)

< . -

-t

We also used orthogonal polynomlal multlple regress1on analyses to test the cur—
vlllnear relatlonshlps between t1me of d601510n and two dependent variables: media -

A

attentzon andvlnterpersonal discussion.9 For this purpose, the Campalgn Dec1ders

Q ~ were d1v1ded into two subgroups these who had reached definite decisions by T2 and

v
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those who did not decide until T3, thus making the time of decision variable into
a four-point scale. For each of the two dependent variables the linear function
was non-s1gnificant For media attention, the quadratic fUnction, which roughly
represents a curve that 1s low for Tl and T4 deciders and high for T2 and T3 de—‘
ciders, was s1gnif1cant at the .05 level (¥=5. 58) | This is in accord with our

hypotheses. For campaign discuss1on, the quadratic function was non- s1gn1£1cant'““

there was, howeven a .near s1gn1f1cant cubic function (F—3 35) for campaign discussion.

If replicated thlS finding would mean that those who dec1ded by T and also those who

"1
did not decide until T3("Later Campaign Deciders") were higher “than thc other two
groups in interpersonal discussion. This finding regarding the latter group is

especially.intriguing; it suggests that there:may.be a subset of voters vho pay

close attention to the entire campaign, and discuss it rather extens1vely, before -

———

deciding which way to vote. Unfortunately the small<sample size in this case pre- .
. ./ . B .
cludes our investigating this lead further here. " pPra

ot

- To’ this point the reader may find it odd that in‘an analys1s of a maJor election

campaign we have not dealt with the*most central questions raised by electionS' Who

von, and'vhy? As might be expected from earlier literature, the Republican vote was

t

determined earlier: Ford won 59% of the Early Dec1ders and Carter 62% of the Late

Deciderg, among the Campaign Deciders Ford had a slight 52 h8 edge. More 1mportant'

to us‘here’is the basis for these votes. Our earlier d1scuss1on focused on party*
1dentif1cation as a long-standing predictor that appears 't0 be on the wane, and policy
ssues and poss1bly candidate 1mages as factors that might be replacing partisanship.

Dra again on the Wiscons1n statew1de data set, we used three policy issue mea-~ ’

sures that\were associated with the vote government efforts to alleviate unemploy-

the 1ssues; and ‘ability to ins

oz

ment -reform of\the tax system, and defense expenditures. We alSofcreated aﬁ index
from five ' 1mage at ,ibutes honesty and integrity, strength and decis1veness,'
capacity for effective le ersh1p of the government making clear his pos1tion on

're confiidence by the. way he speaks. The T3 perceptions

of Carter and Ford on each of these items, plus the respondent's own preferred posi- :

tion on the three issues, were measured' n 5-point scales. Ford-Carter 1mage - ._ R
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dlfferences were scored and summed across items; for the- 1ssues, Ford—self and
-Carter -self dlfferences were calculated and the net absolute dlfferences summed
Because of hlgh mult1 colllnearlty between the issue and image 1nd1ces (r— 61),

we ran separate regression analyses in whlch each was entered as a second 1ndependent
varlable after party 1dent1f1catlon. The results are shown in Table 3, in terms

of the addltlonal amounts of variance explalned (Rz)

While most of the entrles in Table 3 are’ slgnlflcant we. should focus our at-
tentlon ma1nly on the dlfferences between pre.campalgn party 1dent1f1catlon and
1n campalgn perceptions of the candldates as pred1ctors, and the dlfferences emong
the three,tlmefof-dec1S1on groups. Because we have‘used h1erarch1cal regresslon, T
it‘appearsfin Table 3‘that-party identification:explains_afgreater amount of:yare
iance than do elther issues or images;‘this is.not necessarily the ‘case. Table 3 .

is not lntended as a test of the pred1ct1ve powers of these dlfferent varlables,

but as a means of comparlng the1r relative 1mportance for the three t1me-of dec1s1on

»

groups.’ A

. - There is 'in Table 3 a clear contrast between Campaign Deciders end the.other'

. 3

two.groups, in that party 1dent1f1catlon is a much more 1mportant predlctor of the»
-vote for the Late and Early Declders then it is for the Campalgn De01ders.- The Early
Declders also dlsplay a signlflcant tendency to vote in conformance with percelved
_cendidate attributes, when party_1dent1f1catlon }s controlled B=.58). Among the
Campalgn Deciders;-issues'are more impontant than_in the otheriéroups,‘and,the per;
sonal "image" qualities attributed to the candidateskappear"to meke a particuiarly
important contribution to the vote debislon.-_The issueAimage.distinction seems to

be- more a researcher's convention than a critical theoretlcal dlfference, the two

1ndices are hlghly 1ntercorrelated. The personalltles of the cand;dates are probably

. -

perceived and processed by most voters much 11ke other "issue" d1scr1m1natlons. o

Poss1bly the most 1llum1nat1ng finding in Table 3 is that the votcs of the Late
1

Deciders ‘(who are not partlcularly partlsan) are pred1cted excluslvely by party iden-

-

- t1f1catlon in th1s enalysis. «Apparently.thelr lack ofiattentron to the campaign via.

EEBJ!;‘_ ‘ : S ;7 _ - ?.'ZBQZZ




e

' Table 3.

\
V.

Totél

Farly

‘Campaign

Predictors of the Vote (R2), by Time of Decision

.Q Late
o ' Sample - Deciders =~ Deciders Deciders
~_:Equation 1:
T. Party identification RIES .55% .23% SL¥-
T3 Issue distances J15% L19% .30% .00
(Total B) (56) (.75) (.53) " T(EI)
Equation 2:
Ty Party 1dent1f1catlon L% .55% .23% .51%
T3 Ca.ndldate 1ma.ges 220% L2 Jr* .02
(Total R2>,-_. (.63) (.79) (-69) | (.53)

ﬁote.,

Entrles are R values representlng the variance in votlng explalned by each of the
listed predictors, in hlerarchlcal regression analysis where party identification is ‘entered
as the first block, and then issue or image variables -as _the second block of 1ndependent _
vaxriable. Slgnlflcance tests are based on 1ncremental R‘;ball entries marked w1th an aster1<

(*) are significant at the +00L level by‘F-test

L

-
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" the meé;a resulted in these voters having few add;‘.tiorial ifleremer . of voting
_ gﬁida;lce ‘that might.be ba'sed on’perceptions of the .cean'éidates as indi\}iduals or in - |
- terms_ o:f" pol:;.cy posi'tions. While givi*né'us ‘little .‘more 'inform‘a‘tion about the vote

dec1s10ns of the Late Dec1ders, Table -3 does at least run contrarv to the convent:.onal

cha.racter:.zation of Late Deciders as free of pa.rt:.san pred::.spos-tn.ons. Although

they ‘deeide seem:Lngly at “the last: mlnute, they nevertheless flnally do follow pre-,

b o 3

exn.stn.ng part:.san cues, we have fou.nd no ev1dence that they are pecullarly suscept:.ble
J

to mterpersonal 1nfluence s hut we have fourd h\,re many reasons to accept the tradi--

tlonal view that theysq.re :|.mperv10us to the campa:Lgn because tney pay little atten-

t:Lon to it. The mporta.nt point to be stressed ‘then, is that they must ‘be clearly
dibtmgulshed from the Campa:.gn Dec:.ders. "

~

v D1scuss1.on
Our a.rgument for 8 trichotomous model DOllS ‘Aown, to the extent to which the

. Early‘ and Campalgn Dec:.ders d:l.ffer » Since; they are both 80 dlfferent from the Late

) Dec:.ders.‘ We find scme notable dlfferences throughout our analyses > and they are
“almost all in the d:.rect:.on opposite to that impI:Led by Y- d:.chotomous model The v
Campalgn Deciders,’ wh:.le much less- part:.san 1n the1r vot:l.ng than the. Early Declders,
are,more attentlve to the campa:.gn via the medJ.a and vote iﬁB?é"ln accordance ‘with

' .:. the:.r ,percept:.oﬁs of the candldates. Our ma:.n theoretlcal point, then ) has to do

with our orlglnal quest:.on:.ng of the w:Ldely held bel;u.ef that the fall campaign in a ]
pres:.dent:.al electlon can have but l:.ttle 1mpact.' If only the Ea.rly and. Late Dec:.ders
'_were taken into accou.nt th1s would be a reasonable conclusion. But in the l.’t.ght

k]

of our emp:.r:.cal descr:.ntlon of the Campai. gn Deci. ders, it seems quite unwarranted
oy

What we have 1dent1f1ed in th1s paper is the ty'pe oqf‘ voter for whom the efforts
of both thre' news media and pol:.t:.cal campa:.gners seem to be designed: attent;,ve,
* not pre-comnlttéd, 1nterested in the‘ candidates and their positions on iss\ues.. In

' none of our samples was thi's type of votar in the majority, of .course§ one.'c_:ould still g

‘say that for most voters the med::.a campa:.gn makes little d:.fference. But that would

:be quite mlsleading R because for many vote.rs the_lnformatlon generated by the" campalgn

C, ‘" ‘and its coVérage appears .to be,. qu:.te "use:f‘ul 1in a.r‘r:.ving at -- or at least substant:.at:.ng

Qo o .
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finding it.

A B L

.’a Judgment as to whlch is the be ter presidential.candidate.:'In our most repre-

sentatlve data set Campﬂlgn Decldcrs constituted hO% of the sample, outnumberlng

[

each of the other groups..
. o, . _ . :
It should also be borne in mind thap =z have been looking here at the mOSu.-j”

. extreme &it uatlon in terms of llmitatlons on p0381b1e mass -communication effecthe-

_ ness: the late stzge of a pre31dent1al election. In elections invo?ving lesser

-
-

offlces, or in the earller phases of a pre31den+1al year, we shou;d expect to find

many more voters who are seeklng guidance via the mass media - and -to some extent

.

&

Returning'to our breakdown of the previously accepted theoretical sé¢heme, it ap-
pears that some serious revisions are in order, Notably, the correlation‘between

partisan preecommitment and campaign media'eXPOSure, on which ‘the limited-effects model

4

| 'is based, does not exist in the Campalgn Declders.. The following statements would . -

-

be a better s

<

of the ev1dence we have reviewed 1n thls paper: :
= o SR
1. Exposure to the ampalgn is necessary for media effects., - ' oo -

-

2y Partisan pre- commlt‘ nt is sufflclent to preVent.effects.

3. In the absence of p e-commitment those éxposed w1ll make thelr de-
c1s1ons on the basis, of the campaign content., . K

h In the absence of p -commltment those who are not exposed to the
' campaign will vote on the ba31s of prlor ‘party 1dent1f1cat10n.

- The first two statements are identlcal to those in our earllér paraphra31rg of the

tradltlonal model. Statement #1 is practlcally a trulsm. Statement e applies malnly

to the Early Deciders; they are both,pre commltted and hlghly partlsan, and they do
\

not show strong ev1dence of campaign 1mpact even though they are exposed to it to*

. ,some. extent. Statemen* #3 is generally characterlstlc of the'Campalgn Déclders, who

are at most tentatiVeL& pre-committed and not especlally partlsan, and who are .ex-

posed most heav11y to the campalgn and vote on the basis-of issue and 1mage perceptlons

that are spec1f1c to it. Statement #h descrlbes the Late Declders to thé extent that

- we have been able to account fon their behav1or.‘ Although these voters lack a st;cng

party identification, in the ebsence of exp jure to the campaign they.end'up voting

P~
v
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in’ the.direction of their latent paitissn leanings -anyway; they give no evidence
of candidate-.o* issue-specific vote decisions. o - : ST
ferent kinds of voters, but the functional statements we have set forth can be. -
made w1thout direct referenCe to tnne of dec1s1on. The close empirical corres-

‘ pondence between the functional statements and time’ of decision is due to the fact

2

that the campaign stretches over a period of some weeks... To make one's voting de-"

, cision on the basis of the campaign content as.Statement #3 specifies, 1mplies »,
deferring a final commitment until most of that 1nformation has been- rev1ewed' in
the 1976 fall campaign, the heavy reliance on the debates as a’ source of 1nforma-'

" tion was probably a-facton-that'facilitated'our_empirical analysis. We would ex-

" pect our findings to replicate in cther close, information-laden campaigns.such‘as
that of 1960, but perhaps not in a;lops'ided and undebated election. For example,
in 1972 most voters probably decided -for Nixon over McGovern before the fall campaign
got underway, Nixon of course declined to enter 1nto any eflort to rrévide debate-t
like 1nformation. In such a situation, Statement #3 would be no less valid but it
would simply hot .apply to meny voters; there were few who lacked a pre commitment ~"
and they got 1ittle campaign 1nfonmation on which to base their votes. :

ul( ' A theory about the. potential for campaign media effects should explain the con-

ditions under which we should expect them. It should not be tied to a particular

.

‘moment in history. The dichotomous model would probably have aC7punted for most
Yoters in l972 and perhaps ih similar past landslide elections such (e.g. 1964). We
may have been fortunate in 1976 to be dealing with an election in which many voters
Were unsure of their choices and a cons1derable amount of 1nformation was prov1ded
via the'campaign and the debates. In 1560 those conditions also held; Pocl (1963)

" eoncluded that the debates were "the decisive event of the 1960 campaign," but -
" treated this 1nstance as if 1t were an- eXception to the general rule of limited ef—

fects. It now appears that when the same conditions recur in the future we should

" again expect~important media impact on voting...-

>
’
- . .
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For expository purposes, we have treated the governing conditions as simply
present or absent.— But in.theory they'are variables. The number of voters who

‘are pre-commltted prior to a campalgn, and the degree of the 1ndec1slon of those -

oy

who are not pre ~committed, can vary over a cons1derable range. So can the amount
0 @

.of 1nformatlon provided by a campalgn, and the extent to which voters are exposed
to it. Expressed in terms of cont1nuous varlables, then, the hypothetlcal impact

of a medla electlon campalgn is:

l Limlted by the percentage of voters who are preucommltted, and

2. A pos1t1ve function of

~a. The extent to whlch the remaining. voters are unsure of the1r
, preferences.- ' . K

1

'b. The extent to~wh1ch the campaagn prov1des 1nformatlon on whlch
" voters can base votlng declslons. '

, . c. The extent to which voters who are not pre-commltted are exposed
. ‘ ~ to the. campalgn.

..ﬁ Thls formulation implies that the potentlal 1mpact of’ campalgns varies widely. Cate-

o4

;:- ) gorlcal statements to tne effect thet we should al always antlcipate ‘either maJor _

. _campalgn impact, or only "llmlted effects”, are unwarranted.
@

-
~
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+1. There seems to have been ~8, slight tendency toward lower voter turnout, in the

aggregate, in recent years. The apparent decline in party-identification has,
however “t=2en much more striking statistically.

2. Principal 1nvestigator was Prof. Jack Dennls of the Department of Polltlcal Sclence,
University of Wisconsin - Madiscn.. Data were. collected by the Wisconsin Siurvey Re-
search Laboratory..- Like the other two data sources used in this paper, a report of
the original study will appear in the forthcomlng collection of debates Studies edited
by Kraus (1n press).

A% 4

3. Prlnclpal 1nvest1gator was Prof Jack M. McLeod of the Mass Communications Research °

Centery University of Wisconsin - Madlson. Data were collected as a class project.

See McLeod et al. (1n press) o o . - .
L3 .

4. Data for this study were collected by student 1nterv1ewers from the Un1vers1ty of

Iowa. See: Becker et al. (in press). We thank Prof. Becker, and also Prof. David O.

Sears of the University of. California at. Los Angeles, for their thoughtful comments

" onem earlier draft of this paper.

5. Voters were ClaSSIfled as not yet - flnally dec1ded even if they had a preference
‘but declined in response to a probe to say they were "certain" of the1r intentions,
or "definitely" would vote that way. We found many cases.who considered themselves
def1n1te/certa1n at T; but who were less sure in a later interview; these are class-
ified by the flnal expresslon of def1n1te/certa1n vote 1ntentlon, not the. flrst

6 We have applied a stringent. cr1terlon in determlnlng whether at a glven time the
person had reported & "finel decision” (see fn. 5). It is possible th&t some re-
spondents, when asked to recall their- own time of decision, .thought in terms of the
first time *hey had "leaned" toward the1r eventual choice, not to the t1me when -they
became certain. . . ) _ _ y . -

T. Jack Ml\McLeod personal -communication concerning unpublished data.

8. In addition to following rather similar patterns across groups in Table 2, the-
measures of campaign d1scuss10n and media use were positively correlated in each
sample. »

9. The use of power polynomlals to detect nonllnearlty of regresslon is. dlscussed
in the Chapter 6 of Cohen and Cohen (1975)..

e
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‘Berelson, B., and G. Steiner (196h). Human Behavior. New York:, Harcourt Brace

Katz,.E. (1973). Platforms and‘W1ndows: Broadcasting's role in election campalgns
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